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This regular paper produced by SPICe sets out developments in the UK’s negotiations to leave
the European Union, the process for which has now formally begun following the Prime
Minister’s triggering of Article 50 on 29 March.
The updates will provide information on the UK Government’s approach to leaving the EU
including the domestic legislation necessary to ensure a smooth transition in terms of the UK
statute book, along with details of the Scottish Government and the other Devolved
Administrations positions. The updates will also provide information on developments within the
EU with regard to the UK’s departure. Finally the update will provide information on the key
issues likely to be at play during the negotiations and in developing the UK’s future relationship
with the European Union.
As was clear during the referendum campaign and since the decision to leave the EU was
taken, there is an abundance of information and analysis available, and this SPICe paper will
try to cover the key issues by drawing on that information and analysis.
This week’s update focuses on the sixth round of Withdrawal negotiations and looks at whether
progress in the negotiations will be deemed sufficient to move to the next phase when the
European Council meets in December.
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The sixth round of Article 50 negotiations took place from 9-10 November. This round
of negotiations was shorter than previous rounds with a limited agenda.
Following the conclusion of the discussions, as in previous rounds, the Secretary of
State for Exiting the EU, David Davis and the European Commission’s Chief Negotiator,
Michel Barnier spoke to the media.
In his comments, Michel Barnier sought to play down expectations of progress stating
that “the discussions over the past days – in between the two European Councils – are
a moment of deepening, clarification and technical work”. He added that progress still
needed to be made on the three withdrawal issues – citizens’ rights, the financial
settlement and the island of Ireland – before discussions could move to the next phase.
On the three priorities, Michel Barnier provided the following update:
“On citizens' rights, we are making some progress, although we need to work further
on a number of points.
The UK wants to put in place administrative procedures through which EU citizens
can obtain "settled status".
The EU needed reassurances on how such a system would work: it should be simple
to use, and low cost. We also needed reassurance on how people, when rejected,
can appeal effectively.
The UK has now provided useful clarifications that are a good basis for further work.
We also had encouraging discussions on direct effect of the withdrawal agreement.
This is a key point to guarantee citizens' rights.
There are still a number of points that need more work:




family reunification;
the right to export social security benefits;
and the role of the European Court of justice in guaranteeing consistent
application of case law in the UK and in the EU.

These three issues are important for people, as the European Parliament has also
stressed.
We will continue our dialogue on Ireland and Northern Ireland.
We have to ensure a common reading, the same reading, of the conditions,
consequences and implications of Brexit on the Good Friday Agreement and the
Common Travel Area.
This should lead us to identify the technical and regulatory solutions necessary to
prevent a hard border, while preserving the integrity of the Single Market.
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As David and I told you last time, the unique situation on the island of Ireland
requires specific solutions.
Ladies and gentlemen,
On the financial settlement, we must now work on the precise translation of the
commitments made by Prime Minister May in her Florence speech.
I repeat that this is an essential condition to reach sufficient progress in December.
Once again, I repeat that this – as in any separation – is about settling the accounts.”
Michel Barnier concluded by referring to the European Council in December and
suggested that intensive work was needed between now and December on the
Withdrawal Agreement. Barnier implied that without further progress the negotiations
would not be able to move onto discussions about the future relationship.
David Davis agreed that the sixth round of negotiations had been about “finding
solutions” to the remaining Withdrawal Agreement issues. He provided an update on
each of the three issues from a UK perspective. On Northern Ireland, David Davis
suggested that solutions would only be found during discussions about the future
relationship and that the creation of a border within the United Kingdom would be
unacceptable:
“On Northern Ireland we have continued to have good, technical discussions.
We have drafted joint principles on the continuation of the Common Travel Area and
associated rights.
We have continued to explore how best we preserve North-South cooperation.
And we are drafting joint principles and commitments which will guide the solutions
drawn up in the second phase.
We have also had frank discussions about some of the big challenges around the
border.
We remain firmly committed to avoiding any physical infrastructure and we have
been clear about that this week.
These discussions will of course continue in the run-up to the December Council but
let’s be under no illusion.
We will only be able to conclude them finally in the context of the future relationship.
We respect the European Union desire to protect the legal order of the single market
and Customs Union.
But that cannot come at cost to the constitutional and economic integrity of the
United Kingdom.
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As I have said before, we recognise the need for specific solutions for the unique
circumstances of Northern Ireland.
But let me be clear.
This cannot amount to creating a new border inside our United Kingdom.
Now in this process, we are resolutely committed to upholding the Belfast/Good
Friday Agreement, in all its parts.
We need to approach the challenging issues that arise as part of this process in a
spirit of pragmatism, creativity and with a high degree of political sensitivity.
We owe it to the people of Northern Ireland and of Ireland to do so.”
The Secretary of State provided a more positive reflection on the negotiations on
citizens’ rights suggesting further progress had been made during the negotiations:
“This week, we have discussed options for resolving issues ranging from family
reunification to the export of benefits.
For example, we have been clear that we are willing to consider what further
reassurance we can give to existing families - even if they are not currently living
together in the UK
There are a few areas where our citizens need to see further progress and
movement from the European Union.
On the mutual recognition of professional qualifications, the European Union’s
approach remains more narrow than we would like.
We believe it is only right that people holding qualifications or in the process of
acquiring them should be allowed to continue or begin their careers as they do now.
We want to protect their livelihoods in line with our broader approach that people
should be able to continue living their lives as they do now.
On voting rights, we are disappointed that the EU has been unwilling so far to include
this in the scope of the Withdrawal Agreement. As citizens may lose a right which
they currently enjoy.
However, if it does fall out of scope, we will discuss this issue bilaterally with Member
States.
Finally, this week we have sought to give further clarity on our commitment to
incorporate the agreement on Citizen’s Rights into UK law.
This will ensure that EU citizens in the UK can directly enforce their rights in UK
courts – providing certainty and clarity in the long term.
We have made clear that, over time, our courts can take account of the rulings of the
European Court of Justice in this area, to help ensure consistent interpretation.
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But let me be clear, while we share the same aims, it remains a key priority for the
United Kingdom, as we leave the European Union, to preserve the sovereignty of its
courts.”
Finally, on the financial settlement, David Davis tried to provide a positive picture
reiterating the commitment made by the Prime Minister in her Florence speech that
Member States “will not need to pay more or receive less over the remainder of the
current budget plan as a result of our decision to leave” and that “the UK will honour the
commitments we have made during the period of our membership”.
The Secretary of State concluded by proposing once again that the negotiations should
move onto discussions about the future relationship.
On 13 November, the Secretary of State updated the House of Commons on the sixth
round of negotiations. During his update, the Secretary of State referred to the
European Union (Withdrawal) Bill telling the House:
“It is not my intention to pre-empt the Committee stage of the European Union
(Withdrawal) Bill, but what I say next has some relevance to it. It is clear that we
need to take further steps to provide clarity and certainty—both in the negotiations
and at home—regarding the implementation of any agreement into UK law. I can
now confirm that, once we have reached an agreement, we will bring forward a
specific piece of primary legislation to implement that agreement. It will be known as
the withdrawal agreement and implementation Bill. This confirms that the major
policies set out in the withdrawal agreement will be directly implemented into UK law
by primary legislation, and not by secondary legislation under the withdrawal Bill. It
also means that Parliament will be given time to debate, scrutinise and vote on the
final agreement we strike with the European Union. The agreement will hold only if
Parliament approves it.”
The Secretary of State explained that a reason for introducing legislation to approve the
Withdrawal Agreement was to “provide European citizens with primary legislation that
will put into British law the withdrawal agreement in toto”.
This proposal by the Secretary of State would appear to give the House of Commons
the opportunity to either vote for the terms of the Withdrawal Agreement in legislation or
to reject it which depending on timescales might leave the UK in a position whereby it
leaves the EU in March 2019 without a Withdrawal Agreement in place. This issue was
raised by Peter Grant MP who asked the Secretary of State:
“Will he give us more clarity as to what the Bill will be about? I know that he cannot
give us the detail, but when can we expect it to be published? Will it still simply be a
question of take it or leave it—their deal or no deal? Will the House be given the
opportunity to amend the Bill, as it must have the opportunity to amend any Bill, and
thereby have the opportunity to attempt to amend the agreement?”
In reply, the Secretary of State said:
“I do not think it is in the gift of the Government to put before the House primary
legislation that is incapable of amendment. The nature of primary legislation is that it
is always capable of amendment. Of course, we will have the practical limitations of
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having signed a deal and there may be implications because of that, but the whole
thing will be put in front of the House.”
Owen Paterson MP sought further clarity from the Secretary of State asking:
“If the House of Commons votes down the new withdrawal Bill, will the consequence
be that we will still leave on 29 March 2019, but without an agreement?”
The Secretary of State answered “Yes”.
Anna Soubry MP asked the Secretary of State what kind of vote the UK Parliament
would get if no Withdrawal Agreement was reached:
“He has told us about this new piece of legislation that will come forward and that we
will all be able vote on and amend, and so on and so forth, in the normal way, but
only if there is an agreement. Will he confirm that in the event of no agreement—no
deal—this place will have no say and we will leave on the date that is in the Bill,
without any say from this supposedly sovereign Parliament that voted to take back
control?”
The Secretary of State replied that:
“What I can say to my right hon. Friend is that if we do not have a withdrawal
agreement, we cannot have a withdrawal agreement Bill—full stop.”
Following this question and answer, Chris Leslie MP asked:
“Has not the Secretary of State just given the game away on what a sham this
offer is? It is totally worthless to Parliament and essentially tries to buy people off
by saying, “Look, we’re going to give you an Act to shape things.” In fact, it is a
post hoc, after-the-horse-has-bolted piece of legislation. We might have left the
European Union—the treaty and the deal would have been done—and Parliament
could do nothing at all to shape the nature of the withdrawal agreement. The
Secretary of State has to do much better than this. Parliament must have a say on
the withdrawal agreement before we are thrown over the cliff edge.”
The Secretary of State sought to provide reassurance in reply stating:
“Let me repeat the probable sequence of events. If Mr Barnier hits his target and I
hit mine, we will conclude the withdrawal agreement and associated agreements
in the latter part of next year. He is aiming for October next year; that is his stated
aim. If we do that, the withdrawal and treaty vote—the simple, in-principle vote—
will first come to the House. As soon as possible thereafter, the withdrawal
agreement Bill will come before the House. That is the sequence. It will be in
plenty of time and we will be able to amend it at the time.”
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The sixth round of negotiations are now complete and no further rounds are currently
scheduled ahead of the December European Council. At the December European
Council, the EU27 will need to decide whether sufficient progress has been made to
allow the negotiations to move onto discussions about the future relationship. As a
result, it is a timely opportunity to take stock of progress in the negotiations.
Writing for the UK in a Changing Europe blog, Dr Simon Usherwood asked “Will
Christmas come early in Brexit negotiations?” Dr Usherwood’s blog begins by stating
that:
“The conclusion of the sixth round this week brought very little in the way of
substantive advances on the three areas of discussion, but ended with the bald
assertion from the EU that there are only two more weeks in which the UK can still
offer more clarifications that can be considered by the European Council
scheduled for 14-15 December.”
He explains that the reason the UK Government only has two weeks to provide the
necessary clarifications is that the European Commission needs to provide these
details to Member State Governments so they can agree their position ahead of the
December European Council:
“Barnier is acting as representative for the whole European Union, and also has to
report back to the member states on progress. This matters because neither
Barnier nor the Commission has the power to agree on any deal: instead, they are
merely doing the leg-work for those member states, who hold the ability to sign off.
As a result, late November is the latest point by which the Commission needs to
know what the UK is offering, in order to be able to tell member states, give them
some time to decide what they think of it, negotiate a common position and then
feed it back into a draft statement for the European Council.”
As the EU cannot just make a deal on the spot so to speak, Dr Usherwood argues this
matters as the EU stance in the negotiations appears to be hardening:
“All of this matters because the stance of the Commission, and the EU behind it, is
hardening. As much as both Barnier and Davis talked of their positive interactions
and some limited technical progress, it was instructive that the former put renewed
emphasis on the need for ‘real and sincere progress’ in all three of the Phase I
issues – citizens’ rights, finances and the Irish border. Previously, the Commission
has been rather vaguer about the need for all areas to advance, not least because
the Irish border looked highly intractable.
If there is a surprise, then it is that the UK does not appear to be responding
immediately to the added urgency. Davis noted that the UK was “ready and willing
to engage as often and as quickly as is needed to secure” a December
agreement, which was an oddly passive construction. At best, two more rounds
might be fitted into the remaining time, but without a strong push from London
those risk merely underlining the gaps, rather than closing them.”
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Dr Usherwood concludes his blog by considering what failure to achieve sufficient
progress in the Withdrawal negotiations at the December European Council would
mean in practice for Brexit:
“Failure to get the ‘sufficient progress’ needed to open Phase II in December is not
a deal-breaker by itself, but it would make it very much more difficult to reach a
well-matured position on the transitional agreements post-March 2019. Phase II is
set to be considerably more fraught than the current period of EU unity, as
member states start to pursue more divergent interests.
For all those working to conclude a deal – and that currently includes all the main
parties to the process – time is an already scarce resource. The next fortnight
might prove to be critical in determining whether it will suffice to get the UK and
EU through to the next stage of their evolving relationship.”
On 13 November, Peter Foster, the Europe Editor of the Daily Telegraph wrote a series
of tweets about progress in the negotiations, and specifically on the financial
settlement. In his tweets, Peter Foster suggested that the Prime Minister’s promises in
her Florence speech that no EU member will pay more or receive less over the
remainder of the current budget plan (2014-2020) and that the UK will honour
commitments it made during the period of its membership is not deemed enough by the
EU27 to allow the talks to progress to discussions about the future relationship. He
then sets out what the EU27 are looking for:
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Continued:

Peter Foster sets out that the UK does not agree on the shape and size of the ‘reste a
liquider' or the pension liabilities it should be exposed to. In addition, the UK
Government believes it should be due a greater share of EU assets. Foster argues that
this leaves the UK Government in a position whereby it is expected to agree to the
principles of the financial settlement up front to allow talks to progress but that each
time the UK makes a concession (for instance the commitments made in the Prime
Minister’s Florence speech), the EU simply asks for more. Foster suggests this is as a
result of the EU27 playing hardball in the negotiations:
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Continued:

Viewing the Brexit negotiations from a historical lens, Piers Ludlow a Professor in the
Department of International History at the London School of Economics has suggested
the UK is mistaken in not realising “that the EU27 are unbending – not because they
bear ill-will towards the British for voting to leave, but because the nature of the EU
demands internal unity” and that without UK concessions no progress will be made.
On the historical similarity with previous UK negotiations with the EU (then the EEC),
Professor Ludlow wrote:
“Watching the stuttering progress of the Brexit negotiations as a historian of Britain
and the European integration process, I can’t help being struck by a depressing
sense of familiarity. In far too many ways, we’ve been here before. And with no
period are the gloom-inducing parallels more striking than with the UK’s very first
attempt to join the then EEC, back in the early 1960s…
…In 1961 Britain approached the fledgling EEC with the confident expectation that
the six member states would be so glad to have the UK join them that the
negotiation would involve extensive give and take on both sides. A degree of
French intransigence was expected, it is true, but Macmillan and his key
negotiator Edward Heath were confident that the ‘friendly Five’ – the remaining
member states – would weigh into Community discussions on Britain’s behalf.
Instead, the UK negotiators watched with dismay as the Six bound themselves
with a negotiating procedure designed to maximise their internal unity and to
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minimise the extent to which the applicant could play upon differences of view
within the EEC.”
Professor Ludlow draws parallels between the EEC negotiation and the current
withdrawal negotiations suggesting the UK Government does not realise how unified
the EU position is:
“Instead, getting out of the EU seems likely to require the same readiness to give
ground on the part of the departing country as most countries have had to display
when seeking to join the EC/EU. If the UK wants a deal, it is likely to be bought
through British concessions and the abandonment of some of its initial negotiating
aims, rather than large-scale giveaways by the EU27.”
Professor Ludlow ends by concluding that whilst there are similarities between the EEC
negotiation and the current Brexit negotiations, the implications of failure are greater
now:
“The present situation, though, is much more uncomfortable and potentially painful
than that of 1963. The implications of failure are far greater. Britain’s inability to
join the EEC in 1963 was a hammer blow to Macmillan’s government and a
disappointment to many on both sides of the Channel. But ultimately it meant no
more than a temporary prolongation of the status quo, and the postponement
rather than the end of the UK’s European ambitions. Failure now would be much
more serious, confronting the country with all the economic, legal and political
consequences of a cliff-edge Brexit. The British government urgently needs to
stop repeating the mistakes of its predecessor over half a century ago. A
breakthrough in Brussels is a national necessity – even if achieving it requires
awkward and painful climbdowns.”

The First Minister has suggested the UK Government need to provide more information
to the Devolved Administrations on the Brexit negotiations.
Speaking at the British Irish Council meeting in Jersey, Nicola Sturgeon said:
“In less than 18 months’ time, the UK will be leaving the EU - but despite
reassurances that all devolved administrations will be consulted on the withdrawal
negotiations, we remain substantially in the dark.
“The UK Government assured us that the Joint Ministerial Committee (JMC) would
seek to agree UK positions and discuss issues stemming from the negotiations,
respecting the devolved competencies– but the UK Government then allowed that
process to fall short of what is required, with only one meeting of the JMC EN in
October since EU negotiations began on 19 June.
“We remain cut out of decisions on key issues and the impact the UK Government
believe Brexit will have on Scotland and our economy.
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“This is not an abstract debate about process. Leaving the EU will have an
enormous impact on Scottish jobs, our economy and our relationship with the
world – indeed, Brexit’s effects are already being felt. We know from businesses in
Scotland that a hard Brexit will cause serious and long term economic damage
and it is crucial we stay in the Single Market and Customs Union.
“As has previously been said, the clock is ticking on Brexit and it is essential that
the UK Government live up to its promises to give devolved administrations a
genuine role on what is by far the most important issue facing every corner of
these islands.”

The European Union (Withdrawal) Bill reached the Committee Stage in the House of
Commons this week. Amendments to the Bill will be considered at Committee stage by
a Committee of the whole house. The allocated time for considering amendments was
published following Second Reading and includes a guaranteed minimum of 64 hours
of parliamentary time over 8 days set aside for debate.
The first day of debate was Tuesday 14 November with further consideration of the Bill
set for Wednesday 15 November. The Committee of the Whole House will consider a
number of amendments during the Committee Stage.
A summary of the first two days of Committee Stage will be provided in next week’s
update.

Both the Finance and Constitution Committee and the Delegated Powers and Law
Reform Committee have continued taking evidence on the European Union
(Withdrawal) Bill.
On 24 October, the Finance and Constitution Committee took evidence from the
Scottish Fishermen's Federation; the Royal Town Planning Institute; RSPB Scotland;
WWF Scotland; COSLA; the University of Dundee; NFU Scotland and Scottish
Environment Link.
On 1 November, the Committee took evidence from Michael Clancy, Director of Law
Reform for the Law Society of Scotland; Professor Laura Cram, Professor of European
Politics at the University of Edinburgh; Professor Jim Gallagher, Research Fellow at
Nuffield College, Oxford University; Professor Michael Keating, Professor of Politics at
the University of Aberdeen and Professor Aileen McHarg, Professor of Public Law at
the University of Strathclyde.
On 8 November, the Committee took evidence from David Mundell, the Secretary of
State for Scotland and Robin Walker, the Parliamentary Under Secretary of State at the
Department for Exiting the European Union.
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The Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee took evidence on 24 October from
Michael Russell, the Scottish Government Minister for UK Negotiations on Scotland’s
Place in Europe and then from Isobel Mercer (RSPB Scotland) and Daphne Vlastari
(Scottish Environment LINK).
On 8 November, the Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee took evidence
from Chris Skidmore, Minister for the Constitution and Robin Walker MP, the
Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State at the Department for Exiting the European
Union.

As reported in last week’s update, on 7 November the UK Government published its
Trade Bill. According to the UK Government, The Trade Bill will:






create powers to assist in the transition of over 40 existing trade agreements
between the EU and other countries
enable the UK to become an independent member of the Agreement on
Government Procurement (GPA) ensuring UK companies have continued
access to £1.3 trillion worth of government contracts and procurement
opportunities in 47 countries
establish a new independent UK body, the Trade Remedies Authority, to defend
UK businesses against unfair trade practices
ensure the UK Government has the legal abilities for gathering and sharing trade
information

Nikhil Datta, a Research Assistant at the London School of Economics (LSE) Centre for
Economic Performance and Dr Swati Dhingra, a Research Leader at The UK in a
Changing Europe, and an Assistant Professor in Economics at the LSE have written a
blog looking at “Post-Brexit UK trade policy”. The blog outlines what leaving the
Customs Union will mean for cross-border trade as a result of rules of origin:
“The government white papers have made clear the intention of the UK to
establish its own trading schedules (import tariffs and quotas) at the World Trade
Organisation, replicating the existing EU tariffs as much as possible.
Such a move would inevitably mean that the UK leaves the EU’s customs union,
which in turn means goods from the UK exported to the EU, and vice versa, would
face ‘rules of origin’ checks at the border. These checks ensure the goods are
produced in the exporting country, and are not simply being re-routed from
another country that is subject to higher tariffs.
But the problem with these checks is that they are time-consuming, and estimated
to cost about 8% of the value of the good. It is these sorts of issues which ranked
Norway (a member of the single market but not the customs union) as the most
problematic trading partner for Swedish businesses in a survey by the Swedish
National Board of trade: one of the most common complaints of trading with
Norway was the “incredibly cumbersome” customs handling and rules.”
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The blog acknowledges that the in both the white paper and the future partnership
paper the UK government has addressed the future customs arrangement between the
UK and the EU, and has proposed two possible arrangements though the blog
suggests that “little information has been offered on the detail and implementation of
such arrangements”.
The blog also examines how the UK might make progress in negotiating trade deals
with its large trade partners such as India and the United States.
“Out of the EU, the UK might find it easier to strike bilateral agreements with new
trade partners, because it would no longer face the constraints imposed by 27
other members. As a smaller economy though, the UK would also lose bargaining
power, which matters significantly in trade negotiations. This was Switzerland’s
experience when striking its trade deal with China (a proposed FTA partner for the
UK): as noted by the Lalive Report, the “FTA is more favourable to Chinese
exports”.
It suggests an obstacle to these negotiations will be the difference in regulatory
frameworks:
“Another difficulty that the UK will face when negotiating with its large trade
partners – the US, China and India – is that its regulatory framework is
substantively different from these countries. Thus striking deep deals, which
achieve regulatory harmonisation without compromising domestic standards,
would be difficult in future negotiations with these non-EU trade partners. “

In July 2017, the UK Government commissioned the Migration Advisory Committee to
report on the impact on the UK labour market of the UK’s exit from the European Union.
On 8 November, the Scottish Government submitted evidence to the Migration
Advisory Committee which it says “demonstrates how the Scottish economy benefits
from the presence of 128,000 workers born elsewhere in Europe”. According to the
analysis “EU nationals working in Scotland contribute an average of £34,400 each to
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) – more than £4.4 billion a year”.
The Scottish Government news release which accompanied the publication of the
Scottish Government submission quoted Europe Minister Alasdair Allan:
“As these new figures confirm, workers from other EU countries bring huge
economic benefits to Scotland. These findings are in line with previous research
which support that migration positively impacts regional economies.
“Businesses big and small, the agriculture sector, financial services companies
and our NHS are concerned about no longer being able to employ them.
“The health sector could be hit hard. Currently, EU citizens are filling hard-to-fill
specialisms and areas of acute shortages. Ominously, recent figures released by
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the Nursing and Midwifery Council confirm that since the referendum, the number
of EU nurses and midwives registering to work in the UK is declining.
“EU citizens and their families also make a positive contribution to the
communities in which they live, including in remote and rural areas. That is why
we believe fundamentally that continuing free movement of people is in the best
interests of Scotland and the UK as a whole.”
The Scottish Parliament debated migration on 14 November. Following the debate,
Parliament agreed the following motion by 74 votes to 33
“That the Parliament supports the evidence in the Scottish Government’s
submission to the Migration Advisory Committee, which demonstrates the positive
contribution of European citizens to Scotland’s communities and economy; notes
that immigration is crucial to key sectors, including public services, health, higher
education, rural industries and financial services; recognises that free movement
has allowed UK citizens to travel, live and work across the EU freely; further
recognises that EU migration has helped reverse a decline in the Scottish
population and that EU citizens’ right to live, work, study and invest in Scotland
must be protected; notes that the Scottish Government should continue to use its
powers to make Scotland an attractive place to live and work; acknowledges the
findings of reports from the Culture, Tourism, Europe and External Relations
Committee and the UK's Scottish Affairs Committee and All Party Parliamentary
Group on Social Integration, which agreed that the current migration system
needs to change and reflect local circumstances, and supports calls for a
differentiated, more flexible solution, which is tailored to meet Scotland’s
circumstances.”

